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REMARKS 

In the Office Action dated September 15, 2008, the Examiner rejected claims 1-7, 13-17, and 19 
imder 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and 
distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as the invention; rejected claims 1, 2, 14-16, 
and 19 under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Linzenkirc (DE 3 607 899); rejected claims 3, 5, 7 
and 17 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Linzenkirc (DE 3 607 899) in view of 
Vyskocil (U.S. Patent 3,998,108); and indicated that claims 4 and 6 would be allowable upon 
overcoming the § 112, second paragraph, rejections of these claims and rewriting these claims in 
independent form including the base claim and any intervening claims. 
§112, Second Paragraph 

AppUcant has amended claims 1-7, 13-17, and 19 to overcome the rejections under § 112, 
second paragraph. With respect to claim 1, "in a component used" has been substituted for "for a valve, 
a throttle, a blow-out preventor or the like, in particular." With respect to claim 4, claim 4 has been 
rewritten in independent form including the limitations of claim 3 which introduced the limitation "a 
worm" and "each of the at least two drive shafts" has been substituted for "a drive shaft." With respect 
to claim 5, claim 5 has been amended to depend from claim 4 to provide antecedent basis for "the 
worm" and "at least two drive shafts" has been substituted for "drive shaft in particular". With respect to 
claim 6, the phrase ", in particular an electiomotor," has been deleted and the drive shaft has been 
amended to read "at least two" drive shafts. With respect to claim 15, "with a sprocket belt, a chain or 
the like" has been deleted. With respect to claim 17, claim 17 has been made dependent on claim 8 
providing antecedent basis for "the gears" and the term "consisting of has been deleted with "include 
gears that" being inserted after the word "wheel". With respect to claim 19, the word "tiie" in line 2 has 
been deleted and "a" inserted. These amendments are seen to overcome the rejections under § 1 12, 
second paragraph. 
Claims 4 and 6 

Applicant has amended claims 4 and 6 so as to overcome the rejections under § 1 12, second 
paragraph and has further amended claims 4 and 6 to be in independent form including all the limitations 
of the base claim and any intervening claims. Further claim 5 has been made dependent upon claim 4. 
Thus, claims 4-6 are now in allowable form. 
§102 and §103 
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In rejecting claims 1, 2, 14-16 and 19 under § 102(b) and claims 3, 5, 7, 17 under § 103(a), the 
examiner has reUed upon the patent to Linzenkirc (DE3607899). LinzenUrc is a German patent in the 
German language and has no English abstract. Therefore, Applicant objects to the Examiner's reliance 
upon this reference without providing AppUcant a translation of the German reference so that the record 
is clear as to the precise facts the Examiner is relying upon in support of these rejections. See MPEP 
§706.02 (II). In particular. Figure 1 of the German reference is at least partially in schematic form so as 
to prevent Applicant from understanding the mechanism taught by this reference. For these reasons, 
AppUcant objects to the Examiner's rejection of these claims based on this German reference. 
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CONCLUSIONS 

During the coiirse of these remarks, AppUcants have at times referred to particular limitations 
of the claims that are not shown in the appUed prior art. This shorthand approach to discussing the 
claims should not be construed to mean that the other claimed limitations are not part of the claimed 
invention. They are as required by law. Consequently, when interpreting the claims, each of the claims 
should be construed as a whole, and patentability determined in light of this required claim 
construction. Unless Applicants have specifically stated that an amendment was made to distinguish the 
prior art, it was the intent of the amendment to fiirther clarify and better define the claimed invention 
and the amendment was not for the piirpose of patentability. Further, although Applicants may have 
amended certain claims, AppUcants have not abandoned its pursuit of obtaining the allowance of these 
claims as originally filed and reserves, without prejudice, the right to pursue these claims in a 
continuing appUcation. 

If a petition for extension of time is necessary in order for this paper to be deemed timely filed, 
please consider this a petition therefore. The Commissioner is authorized to charge any additional fees 
inciured in this appUcation to Deposit Account No. 03-2769 of Conley Rose, P.C., Houston, Texas. 

RespectfiiUy submitted. 



/David A. Rose / 

David A. Rose 

Reg. No. 26,223 

CONLEY ROSE, P.C. 

P. O. Box 3267 

Houston, Texas 77253-3267 

(713) 238-8000 

AGENT FOR APPLICANT 



COOPER CAMERON CORPORATION 
P. O. Box 1212 
Houston, Texas 77251 



265403.1/1600.11800 



Page 7 of 7 



